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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 9/28/2006 has been entered. 

Claim Objections 

2, Claim 5 is objected to because of the following informalities: On line 3, event is 
misspelled. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

1. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claims 18-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to non- 
statutory subject matter. 

Claims 26-28 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter, electro-magnetic signals (see specification pg 14, lines 
9-15). Claims that recite nothing but the physical characteristics of a form of energy, such as a 
frequency, voltage, or the strength of a magnetic field, define energy or magnetism, per se, and 
as such are nonstatutory natural phenomena. Moreover, it does not appear that a claim reciting a 
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signal encoded with functional descriptive material falls within any of the categories of 
patentable subject matter set forth in § lOL 

Claims 1 8-25 and 29-35 appear to be directed to an abstract idea rather than a practical 
application of the idea. The claimed invention does not result in a physical transformation nor 
does the claimed invention appear to provide a useful, concrete, and tangible result. Specifically, 
the claimed invention does not appear to produce a tangible result because merely "generating 
interval data" and "causing output to be produce based on current time and interval data" are 
nothing more than thoughts or computations within a processor. It fails to use or make available 
for use the result of the method to enable its functionality and usefulness to be realized. 
Additionally, the asserted practical application in the specification of the method is displaying a 
computer graphics image on a display screen, which is not explicitly recited in the claims nor 
does it flow inherently therefrom. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claim 1-9, 16, 18-27, 29, 30, 32, 35, and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hudson (NPL Document "Animation Support in a User Interface Toolkit: 
Flexible, Robust, and Reusable Abstractions"). 
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As per claim 1, Hudson teaches the claimed "a first component" by teaching of the toolkit 
for creating high level events (1^^ full paragraph in 2"^ col on page 6). Hudson teaches the 
claimed "receives clock data" by teaching of getting the current time (1^^ paragraph under section 
5). 

Hudson teaches the claimed "second component" by teaching of "'low-level' systems 
that provide more direct access to the machine are employed" (1^^ paragraph under section 4). 

Hudson teaches the claimed "determines an output based on the interval data and current 
time data" by teaching of: "If an object is to move from point to point B in 3 seconds, the 
interface implementor can easily state this. In addition, the system will deliver a metered set of 
animation steps to the object which cause it to arrive at point B as close to 3 seconds after 
leaving point A as possible, with as smooth a transition as the actual OS and window system 
performance and timing allow" (2nd paragraph in 2nd col on page 3). In this instance, the 
current time data is used to determine 3 seconds and the interval data number of frames of 
animation that can be drawn in 3 seconds. Hudson further teaches the claimed limitation by 
teaching of "The goal of the system then, is to deliver animation steps with parameters that 
match the actually occurring intervals of time as closely as possible" (output determined based 
upon animation steps of intervals)(3'^ full paragraph in 1^^ col on page 8). 

Hudson teaches the claimed "such that timing of the output is relative to both the interval 
data and the current time data" by teaching of "The system currently measures the real-time 
response of the drawing portion of the redraw cycle. The current time is recorded just before the 
interactor tree is traversed to produce drawing updates" (1^^ paragraph under section 5). In this 
instance, the timing of the output is based upon the real time response of the drawing (output is 
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relative to interval data). Hudson teaches of the output being relative to the current time data by 
teaching of "the system will deliver a metered set of animation steps to the object v^hich cause it 
to arrive at point B as close to 3 seconds after leaving point A as possible, with as smooth a 
transition as the actual OS and window system performance and timing allow" (2nd paragraph in 
2nd col on page 3)". In this instance, the fact that the object arrives at point B as close to 3 
seconds as possible means that the output (the animation of the object) is relative to the current 
time data (3 seconds), 

Hudson does not explicitly teach the claimed "interval generation mechanism", however, 
Hudson suggests the claimed limitation by teaching of "an interval can be expressed as two 
specific (wall clock) times" (middle of 1^^ col on page 6) and by teaching of "Both start and end 
values are passed because each step corresponds not a single in time, but instead to a finite 
interval of time" (last paragraph in 2"^ col on page 6). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention of modify Hudson to achieve the claimed 
limitation. Hudson teaches one possible advantage to modification by teaching of "In addition, 
the system will deliver a metered set of animation steps to the object which cause it to arrive at 
point B as close to 3 seconds after leaving point A as possible, with as smooth a transition as the 
actual OS and window system performance and timing allow" (2nd paragraph in 2nd col on page 
3). 
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As per claim 2, Hudson teaches the claimed limitation by teaching of in figure 6, which 
shows the progress of an animation. 

As per claim 3, Hudson does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation, but does suggest 
it by teaching of "as well as complete support for keyframe (pose-to-pose) interpolation for 
future work" (bottom paragraph in 1^^ col on page 3). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify Hudson to perform the claimed limitation in order to better 
handle interpolation between keyframes (bottom paragraph in 1*^ col on page 3). 

As per claim 4, Hudson teaches the claimed limitation by teaching of "'low-level' 
systems that provide more direct access to the machine are employed" (second component)(l^^ 
paragraph under section 4) which is faster than the toolkit program (first component) which 
provides high level events (1^^ full paragraph in 2"^ col on page 6) for scheduling animation to 
the system from time to time according to user input. Thus, the second component which does 
the actual drawing and system updating operates at a faster operation rate. 

As per claim 5, Hudson teaches the claimed limitation by teaching of "As transitions are 
scheduled, those have determined starting and ending times are placed in a scheduling queue 
(sorted by start time)" (bottom paragraph in 1^* col on page 8) where the transitions have events 
associated with them. Further, Hudson shows an event list in figure 5. 
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As per claim 6, Hudson teaches the claimed limitation by teaching of scheduling events 
based upon the user interface (see top of 2"^ col on page 5) and by teaching of "animation in an 
interface" (middle paragraph in 2"^ col on page 1). 

As per claim 7, Hudson teaches the claimed limitation by teaching of "(these transitions 
in tum schedule themselves and may possibly be place in the selected set and started)" (middle 
paragraph in 2"' col on page 8). In this instance, these events are implicit because they schedule 
themselves rather than the user directly scheduling them. 

As per claim 8, Hudson teaches the claimed limitation by teaching of idle events where 
nothing happens (unused events) (bottom paragraph in 2"^ col on page 7). 

As per claim 9, Hudson teaches the claimed limitation by teaching of "The final four 
parameters to the transition establish its time interval. This transition is set to operate over a time 
interval beginning in 500 milliseconds and lasting for 4 seconds" (middle of 1^* col on page 7). 
In this instance, the output is determined based upon the current time (beginning in 500 
milliseconds) and the duration (lasting 4 seconds). 
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As per claim 16, Hudson teaches the claimed limitation by teaching of "The current time 
is recorded just before the interactor tree is traversed to produce drawing updates" (top paragraph 
in 2"^ col on page 9) where the current time is function data because it is used by the recording 
function to record the current time. 

As per claim 1 8, this claim is similar in scope to claim 1 , and thus is rejected imder the 
same rationale. 

As per claim 19, Hudson teaches the claimed limitation by teaching of determining an 
interval based on the start and end times, and determining a progress value through modifying 
the animation within the interval (bottom paragraph in 2"** col on page 6). Hudson further 
teaches the claimed limitation in figure 6 which shows animation progress within an interval and 
by teaching of "parameter values that imiformly track the passage of time" (bottom paragraph in 
2"** col on page 5). 

As per claim 20, Hudson teaches the claimed limitation in figure 6 where the animation 
property values (i.e. object position) varies based on the progress value. 

As per claim 21, Hudson teaches the claimed limitation by teaching of "As transitions are 
scheduled, those have determined starting and ending times are placed in a scheduling queue" 
(bottom paragraph in 1st col on page 8) and by showing an event list in figure 5. Hudson further 
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teaches the claimed limitations by teaching of "Each transition acts on animation or end steps as 
illustrated in Figure 6 . . . These two values define the interval in local parameter space" (bottom 
paragraph in 2"** col on page 8). 

As per claim 22, Hudson teaches the claimed limitation by teaching of scheduling events 
based upon the user interface (see top of 2"^ col on page 5) where the scheduling will add the 
events to the schedule queue in figure 6 (event list). Hudson fiirther teaches the claimed 
limitations by teaching of "animation in an interface" (middle paragraph in 2"^ col on page 1). 

As per claim 23, Hudson teaches the claimed limitation by teaching of "(these transitions 
in turn schedule themselves and may possibly be place in the selected set and started)" (middle 
paragraph in 2"^* col on page 8). In this instance, these events are implicit because they schedule 
themselves rather than the user directly scheduling them. Further, these implicit events can be 
triggered in response to interactive events (also see top of 2"^ col on page 5). 

As per claim 24, Hudson teaches the claimed limitation by teaching of adding an ideal 
event (an unused event) after a real-time drawing operation (top paragraph in 2"** col on page 9) 
where this drawing operation can be in response to an interactive event (also see top of 2"** col on 
page 5). 



As per claim 25, Hudson does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation, but does 
suggest it by teaching of "In this firamework we can think of animation steps as covering adjacent 
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intervals of time roughly corresponding to redraw cycles" (middle paragraph in 1^^ col on page 
8). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Hudson to perform 
the claimed limitation in order to base the redraw cycles on the refresh rate in order to produce a 
clear and smooth animation. 

As per claim 26, Hudson teaches the claimed limitation by teaching of basing the system 
off of program code (see top paragraph in 1st col on page 7 and code in 1^^ col on page 7). It is 
inherent for a computer-readable medium to be used in order for the system to function correctly 
as described by Hudson. 

As per claim 27, Hudson teaches the claimed "begin time" and the claimed "end time" by 
teaching of start and end values for a given interval (bottom paragraph in 2"^ col on page 6). 
Hudson teaches the claimed "initial progress value" and the claimed "final progress value" in 
figure 6 where the curve shown on top has an initial starting point and a final starting point. 
These points correspond the progress made during the animation process. Hudson further 
teaches these claimed aspects by teaching of animation steps to move an object from start point 
A to ending point B (first full paragraph in 2"^ col on page 3). 

Hudson does not explicitly teach the claimed "data structure" comprising fields. 
However, Hudson suggests the claimed limitation by teaching of recording time data (1^^ 
paragraph under section 5) and by teaching of using a computer to run the program described in 
Hudson (1^^ paragraph under section 4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to use the claimed features in order to better-organized data stored in memory. 
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Hudson does not explicitly teach the claimed "interpolate a progress value", but does 
suggest it by teaching of "as well as complete support for keyframe (pose-to-pose) interpolation 
for future work" (bottom paragraph in 1^^ col on page 3). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify Hudson. The motivation of claim 3 is incorporated herein. 

As per claim 29, the reasons and rationale for the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated 
herein in regards to the claimed "determining a current interval" and the claimed "produce an 
output based on the time value, such that timing of the output is relative to both the current 
interval and the time value" because claim 1 claims very similar features. 

Hudson teaches the claimed "generating an event list" by teaching of "As transitions are 
scheduled, those have determined starting and ending times are placed in a scheduling queue" 
(bottom paragraph in 1st col on page 8) and by showing an event list in figure 5 where the 
scheduling queue has events associated with them. 

Hudson does not explicitly teach the claimed "computing an interval list", however, 
suggests the claimed limitation by teaching of "Each transition acts on animation or end steps as 
illustrated in Figure 6 . . . These two values define the interval in local parameter space" (bottom 
paragraph in 2"^ col on page 8) where each interval in the list will be associated with an event in 
the schedule list shown in figure 6. It would have been obvious to modify Hudson to perform 
the claimed limitation. The motivation of claim 1 is incorporated herein. 

As per claim 30, Hudson teaches the claimed limitation by teaching of generating 
intervals based upon absolute times (bottom paragraph in 1^* col on page 6) where the absolute 
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times are based upon the clock. Hudson teaches of receiving the current time from the clock (a 
clock property)(top paragraph in 2"^ col on page 9). 

As per claim 32, Hudson teaches the claimed limitation by teaching of "schedules the 
transition only once its full interval is resolved" (a transition of events)(top paragraph in 2"^ col 
on page 6) and by teaching of "(these transitions in turn schedule themselves and may possibly 
be place in the selected set and started)" (middle paragraph in 2"^ col on page 8). In this 
instance, these inserted events are implicit because they schedule themselves rather than the user 
directly scheduling them. 

As per claim 35, Hudson teaches the claimed limitation by teaching of idle events 
(unused events) where these events do not change the state of operation (bottom paragraph in 2^^ 
col on page 7). 

As per claim 36, this claim is similar in scope to claim 26, and thus is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

1. Claims 10-15, 17, 28, 31, and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hudson in view of Milne (US Patent 5553222, herein referred to as "Milne"). 

As per claim 10, Hudson does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation. Milne teaches 
the claimed limitation in figure 5 where clock A is shown to have a repeat count of 2 where the 
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repeat count indicates that clock B ticks at least twice as often as clock A. For example, clock A 
waits for clock B to be repeated twice before adding a unit of time to its count. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine Hudson and Milne. One advantage to 
the combination is that Milne teaches of improved clock control for synchronization (col 1, lines 
58-65). 

As per claim 11, Hudson does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation. Milne teaches 
the claimed limitations by stating "Clocks can travel backwards in time" (col 7, lines 28). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the claimed feature v^th 
Hudson. The motivation of claim 10 is incorporated herein. 

As per claims 12 and 13, Hudson does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation. Milne 
teaches the claimed limitations by teaching of basing a moving playback position (which is the 
equivalent of a play head on a tape recorder) according to a clock rate (col 9, lines 12-16). Milne 
teaches of slowing down and speeding up a clock such as a master clock (col 9, lines 30-33) 
where this slowing down and speeding up would have to have an associated de-acceleration or 
acceleration. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the claimed 
feature with Hudson. The motivation of claim 10 is incorporated herein. 

As per claim 14, Hudson does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation. Milne teaches 
the claimed limitation by teaching of "A non-driven time source knows how to find its current 
time, and it has a member fimction, GetNextTimeQ, that retums the next time that an alarm or 
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delay should be fired" (col 12, lines 57-60) where this process of finding the next time an alarm 
or delay should be fired is a seek instruction because it is seeking out the next time an associated 
event should fire. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the 
claimed feature with Hudson. The motivation of claim 10 is incorporated herein. 

As per claim 15, Hudson does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation. Milne teaches 
the claimed limitation by teaching of a clock rate (speed data) by stating "a is a floating point 
value that determines the rate of the slave clock's current time relative to the master clock's 
current time)" (col 8, lines 25-27). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to use the claimed feature with Hudson. The motivation of claim 10 is incorporated herein. 

As per claim 17, Hudson does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation. Milne teaches 
the claimed limitation by teaching of associating different clocks (and thus their associated 
players which are components) with a unique thread by teaching of blocking/unblocking threads. 
Milne states "A clock can block a thread until a certain time, called the delay time, is reached. If 
the clock is going forward, the thread is unblocked when the clock's current time is equal to or 
greater than the delay time" (col 7, lines 35-39). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to use the claimed feature v^th Hudson, The motivation of claim 10 is 
incorporated herein. 
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As per claim 28, this claim is similar in scope to claim 10, and thus is rejected under the 
same rationale. This is because the claimed repeat count of claim 10 functions similar to the 
claimed iteration of this claim. 

As per claim 3 1 , Hudson does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation. Milne teaches 
of a dependent clock receiving properties from another clock (i.e. an independent clock) in figure 
15. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the claimed feature with 
Hudson. The motivation of claim 10 is incorporated herein. 

As per claim 34, the reasons and rationale for the rejection of claim 32 is incorporated 
herein in regards to the claimed "inserting an implicit event" because claim 32 claims a similar 
feature. 

Hudson does not explicitly the claimed "iteration". Milne teaches the claimed limitation 
in figure 5 where clock A is shown to have a repeat count (an iteration) of 2 where the repeat 
coimt indicates that clock B ticks at least twice as often as clock A. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the claimed feature with Hudson. The motivation of 
claim 10 is incorporated herein. 

Response to Arguments 
2. Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Applicant argues that Milne "cannot distinguish between 
timing and interval data" (top of page 1 1 of remarks). However, in this office action, the 
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reference of Hudson is now relied upon for teaching interval data while the reference of Milne is 
relied primarily for teaching of clock data and clock properties. Further, applicant argues that 
"Milne cannot determine anything about the occurrence of events not under the control of its 
system" (top of page 13 of remarks). However, again in this office action, the reference of 
Hudson is now relied upon for teaching events and event data while the reference of Milne is 
relied primarily for teaching of clock data and clock properties. 
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